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Advances in ultra-intense laser technology have increased repetition rates and average power for chirped-pulse
laser systems, which offers a promising solution for many applications including energetic proton sources. An
important challenge is the need to optimize and control the proton source by varying some of the many
degrees of freedom inherent to the laser-plasma interactions. Machine learning can play an important role in
this task, as our work examines. Building on our earlier work in Desai et al. 2024, we generate a large ∼1.5
million data point synthetic data set for proton acceleration using a physics-informed analytic model that
we improved to include pre-pulse physics. Then, we train different machine learning methods on this data
set to determine which methods perform efficiently and accurately. Generally, we find that quasi-real-time
training of neural network models using single shot data from a kHz repetition rate ultra-intense laser system
should typically be feasible on a single GPU. We also find that a less sophisticated model like a polynomial
regression can be trained even faster and that the accuracy of these models is still good enough to be useful.
We provide our source code and example synthetic data for others to test new machine learning methods and
approaches to automated learning in this regime.

I. INTRODUCTION

As ultra-intense laser systems improve and research
groups translate proof-of-concept experiments into appli-
cations, the repetition rate of these laser systems becomes
an important frontier. Survey papers anticipate growth
in this area and outline challenges and opportunities in-
herent in the high repetition rate regime1–3. One area
that will benefit from improvements in repetition rate is
the laser acceleration of protons and ions, for example
through Target Normal Sheath Acceleration (TNSA)4–7

and other mechanisms8.

The problem of optimizing and controlling proton ac-
celeration on ultra-intense laser systems is something
that multiple groups are working to address. Loughran
et al. 9 describe efforts to control and optimize proton
acceleration on a 1 Hz repetition rate laser system using
Bayesian optimization. Ma et al. 10 describes a collab-
oration between researchers at Lawrence Livermore Na-
tional Laboratory and Colorado State University to use
machine learning methods to optimize and control proton
acceleration with the ALEPH laser system at Colorado
State University, which operates at a repetition rate of
1-3 Hz. The Extreme Light Infrastructure (ELI) facil-
ity in Bucharest can operate at up to 10 Hz repetition
rate11 and other systems with lower intensity and energy
are already operating at a kHz and performing proton
acceleration experiments (e.g. Morrison et al. 12).

a)Electronic mail: desai.458@osu.edu

Specific challenges addressed in this paper are process-
ing, in quasi-real time, the large volume of proton accel-
eration data that a kHz repetition rate experiment would
produce and training a machine learning (ML) model to
perform optimization and control tasks using those data.
This processing should require no more than modest com-
puter equipment, like a desktop computer with a single
GPU. Training ML models with desktop-class hardware
has become increasingly feasible as consumer technology
has advanced, and restricting hardware for training to
locally accessible machines (as opposed to cluster com-
puting) allows the methods presented in this paper to
be accessible in data-sensitive scenarios, such as when
working with classified data that cannot be processed on
the Internet. With similar goals and this same computa-
tional constraint, in an earlier paper13 we used a physics-
motivated model for proton acceleration based on Fuchs
et al. 14 to generate 20,000 synthetic data points, then
training different ML models on those data. We exam-
ined the accuracy, performance, and memory consump-
tion of the ML models. Interestingly, we found that some
ML models produced misleading results for the optimum
conditions for accelerating protons. This result motivates
continued work to train ML models on increasingly re-
alistic synthetic data as will be described later in this
paper.
Our earlier paper was limited in assuming no modi-

fication of the target from the “pre-pulse” heating that
occurs before the arrival of the main laser pulse, which
is well known to affect the proton energy spectrum
(e.g.9,12). We also restricted our synthetic data set to
20,000 training and 5,000 testing points, even though a
kHz ultra-intense laser experiment can produce millions
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of shots in less than an hour and store data from each of
these shots3. Our synthetic data set randomly sampled
the parameter space of target thickness, target position
and pulse energy even though a real experiment would be
designed to explore the parameter space in a very specific
and sequential way.

The work here addresses many of these limitations
in order to more closely connect to experiments in this
regime. We aim to demonstrate a procedure for us-
ing current widespread ML models to identify optimal
conditions for proton acceleration via TNSA by gener-
ating a synthetic data set demonstrating many of the
same identifying features observed in experimental data
(as will be discussed further in section II), containing
an amount of data theoretically able to be collected by
a high-repetition-rate system in under an hour. This
procedure can be readily extended to more feature-rich
data obtained from experiments using the same princi-
ples demonstrated in this work. Section II describes our
improved synthetic data model including details of the
pre-pulse physics that were added. Section III describes
different ML methods that were used. We also describe
a relatively unsophisticated and fast-performing polyno-
mial regression model with many fewer free parameters
than the ML models that was also trained on the syn-
thetic data. In Section IV we consider the accuracy and
training time of the models. In Section V we use the
trained models to perform example optimization tasks.
In Section VI we summarize and conclude. Appendix A
provides information on hyperparameter choices. Ap-
pendix B describes results from training the models with
synthetic data produced with a more realistic parame-
ter scan. Importantly, we include the source code and
example data sets used in this paper to facilitate efforts
to build from our approach such as exploring the perfor-
mance of other ML models, or further improvements to
the physics model or noise model that we use.

II. SYNTHETIC DATA

A. Modified Fuchs et al. Model

To test the ability of machine learning models to pre-
dict the acceleration of protons, we generate a synthetic
data set that contains pairs of inputs and outputs, where
the inputs describe the independent variables of laser and
target parameters and the outputs describe aspects of
the predicted proton energy distribution that the exper-
imenter would measure as dependent variables. In what
follows, one pair of input and output conditions is often
referred to as a data point. We use an analytical model to
produce data instead of simulations or experimental re-
sults because of the significantly lower time and resource
costs to generate large data sets, which was crucial in pro-
ducing over 1 million data points in a short time frame.
For our purposes, it is sufficient that this model is based
on physical arguments and replicates important features

observed in experimental data. It is not necessary that
the model perfectly predicts the results of proton accel-
eration experiments because our aim is to evaluate the
predictive capacity and computational efficiency of dif-
ferent machine learning and statistical models that have
been trained on these data.
We generate synthetic data by modifying a physical

model described by Fuchs et al. 14 which draws from
Mora 15 , which can predict a proton energy distribution
from the specifications of a laser pulse interacting with
a flat target. Besides Fuchs et al. 14 there are a number
of other semi-analytic models that could be used for this
task7,16–18. We chose Fuchs et al. 14 because it is rela-
tively simple, and because it is reasonably well-suited to
predict the results of proton acceleration in the intensity
range where TNSA is the relevant mechanism4–7.
To better equip the Fuchs et al. 14 model to accu-

rately represent features observed in experimental data,
we made a few modifications, including (1) changing the
proportionality between the acceleration time and the
laser pulse duration, (2) allowing the target to expand
due to the pre-heating of a pre-pulse and (3) allowing
the energy of the main laser pulse to decrease due to the
propagation through the pre-plasma.
In Fuchs et al. 14 , the proportionality constant between

the acceleration timescale of the protons (τacc) and the
laser pulse duration (τlaser) was a free parameter that was
set by experimental data that was available at the time.
Changing this proportionality strongly affects the peak
proton energy and in Desai et al. 13 we adjusted it to
avoid under-predicting the observed peak proton energy
in a mJ-class high repetition rate experiment described
by Morrison et al. 12 . In this work, we assume

τacc = 25.0 · τlaser. (1)

This assumes a significantly larger proportionality con-
stant than was used in Desai et al. 13 which did not as-
sume any pre-pulse physics. We found that when the
target is allowed to expand (as will be described in this
section), the increased effective target thickness causes
the model to predict lower proton energies than would
be expected, so we increased the proportionality to main-
tain the correspondence to experimental results12. The
proportionality we chose is still within the range that
Djordjević et al. 19 found when fitting to ensembles of
1D PIC simulations.
Because the Fuchs et al. 14 model predicts both the

maximum proton energy and the proton energy spec-
trum, it is straightforward to integrate the proton energy
spectrum to calculate both the total energy in protons
and the average energy in protons. Because the proton
energy spectrum is well behaved, rather than introduc-
ing a low energy cutoff, we calculated these quantities
by integrating to zero proton kinetic energy. Our modi-
fied Fuchs et al. 14 model therefore predicts the maximum
proton kinetic energy, total energy in protons, and aver-
age energy in protons for a given set of input conditions.
In two experimental studies, Morrison et al. 12 and
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FIG. 1. The electron density pre (n0(z)) and post (n(z))
expansion for laser parameters of minimum peak intensity
I0 = 1018 Wcm−2, minimum contrast κ = 10−7, and mini-
mum thickness d0 = 0.5 µm is plotted. The position z is the
distance from the center of the target. In blue and red, n(z)
is plotted using t0 = 20 ps and t0 = 60 ps respectively for the
time elapsed since the arrival of pre-pulse.

Loughran et al. 9 , the highest proton energy results did
not occur when the target was placed at peak focus. In
both papers, this result was attributed to pre-pulse ef-
fects. Our model includes a prescription to include this
effect.

The Mora 15 model (which considers the 1D expan-
sion of a hot plasma into a vacuum) for predicting the
peak proton energy can also be used to estimate the pre-
expansion of the target due to a presence of a pre-pulse.
For simplicity, we treat the pre-pulse as a spike in inten-
sity that occurs 60 ps before the arrival of the main laser
pulse. During this 60 ps, the target can expand because
of the energy deposited by the pre-pulse. In our investi-
gations, we kept the time delay fixed but we varied the
“contrast”, which is the ratio between the intensity of the
pre-pulse and the peak intensity of the main pulse (i.e.
κ = Ipre/Imain).
As discussed in Mora 15 , 1D plasma expansion pro-

duces an exponential decay profile in target density ex-
tending from the edges of the target with a characteristic
length of cst0, where cs is the speed of sound within the
target plasma and t0 the time elapsed since the arrival of
the pre-pulse, as depicted in Figure 1. We determine an
effective thickness of the target as it expands according
to the following equation:

deff = d0 + 2cst0 (2)

where d0 is the initial thickness. This thickness is smaller
than the thickness one would obtain from measuring the
distance from the critical density surface on one side of
the target to the other.

We assume that the speed of sound within the plasma
is given by

cs =

√
ZikBTe

mi
(3)

where Zi represents the ion charge, Te the electron tem-
perature, and mi the mass of the ion. Assuming a hy-
drogen target makes Zi = 1 and mi equal to the mass
of a proton. Furthermore, the thermal energy absorbed
by the target electrons is taken to be proportional to the
laser intensity, kBTe ∝ I, where kB is Boltzmann’s con-
stant. This implies that the pre-pulse heating happens
before the target can expand and quickly enough that
the target does not cool by radiative processes. We as-
sume that an intensity of 1012 Wcm−2 produces electron
temperatures of 50 eV. Other intensities produce electron
temperatures in proportion to those values.
As previously mentioned, experimental studies9,12 no-

ticed that the best proton acceleration occurred when
the target was placed many microns away from the laser
peak focus. There are two effects in our model that pro-
duce this behavior: defocusing and pump depletion. Re-
garding defocusing, our model includes a prescription for
reducing the laser intensity if the target is off of peak
focus. Specifically, we assume that the laser is coming to
focus as a perfect Gaussian beam and that placing the
target off of peak focus will reduce the main pulse and
pre-pulse intensity according to the Gaussian beam for-
mula. Because the pre-pulse intensity is reduced by the
same factor, when the target is off of peak focus, the tar-
get expands less, so the main pulse sees a thinner target,
which can potentially help increase the maximum proton
energy.
Pump depletion can also affect the peak proton energy

because the main laser pulse has to travel through an
extended pre-plasma to reach the target. We describe a
simple model based on arguments in Decker et al. 20 to
capture this effect. Decker et al. 20 considers laser beams
that are less tightly focused than the typical beams in
proton acceleration experiments, so the applicability of
their arguments to our case may be limited, but we in-
clude them in order to provide a qualitative description
of pump depletion motivated by physical considerations.
We assume that the beam travels through vacuum ex-

cept for the exponential pre-plasma that extends from
the target15. As depicted in Figure 1, the distribution
of the pre-plasma is symmetric, and we assume this to
be true regardless of the position of the target relative to
the focus. Decker et al. 20 describes pump depletion as
an “etching” process where traveling through the plasma
causes the edge of the wavefront to recede at a speed
given by the “etching velocity,” vetch = (ωp,e/ω)

2c. The
plasma frequency is given by ω2

p,e = nee
2/meϵ0 where ne

is the electron density, so the etching velocity is different
depending on the position in the plasma. We can inte-
grate the etching velocity to obtain the “etching length”
which is given by Letch =

∫
vetchdt. By applying this

equation to our exponential model of the pre plasma, we
find that:

Letch =
e2n(0)cst0
ϵ0meω2

(
exp

(
− z0
cst0

)
− exp

(
− zf
cst0

))
(4)

where z0 is the position of critical density (i.e. the bar-
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FIG. 2. The maximum proton energy as a function of target
focal position for laser parameters of maximum peak intensity
I0 = 1019 Wcm−2, minimum contrast κ = 10−7, and mini-
mum thickness d0 = 0.5 µm is plotted (white, dashed). This
prediction is overlaid on top of the proton energy measure-
ments from Morrison et al. 12 (their Figure 3b) collected from
a target position scan in the laser propagation direction. The
red stars indicate the optimal focal positions (±12 µm), where
the highest maximum proton energy (2.12MeV) in the syn-
thetic data spectrum is observed. MeV proton acceleration at
kHz repetition rate from ultra-intense laser liquid interaction
© 2018 by John T Morrison et al. is licensed under CC BY
3.0

rier between the under- and overdense plasma), zf is the
position of the front of the expanded target (i.e. the bar-
rier between the underdense plasma and the vacuum),
and n(0) is the maximum electron density post expan-
sion (see Figure 1). These positions are with respect to
the edge of the pre-expanded target.

The pulse duration of the laser is shortened by dividing
the etching length, Letch, by the speed of light, c

τeff = τlaser −
Letch

c
. (5)

If Letch/c exceeds τlaser, then the entire pulse has been
dissipated in the underdense plasma. If instead Letch/c
does not exceed τlaser then we assume that the remain-
ing energy in the laser is the original laser energy times
τeff/τlaser

Using this model, we produced a focal depth vs proton
maximum kinetic energy profile seen in Figure 2, show-
ing maxima in the proton energy off of peak laser focus.
Figure 2 specifically highlights predictions for a target
0.5 µm thick, an 800 nm wavelength, 40 fs laser pulse (be-
fore etching), a laser intensity of 1019 Wcm−2 at peak
focus, a laser spot size of 1.5 µm, and an initial target
electron density of 1029 m−3. In Figure 2 this prediction
is compared directly with experimental measurements
from Morrison et al. 12 . Figure 2 shows that our theoreti-
cal model qualitatively matches the experimental results,
which is sufficient for the purposes of this paper.

B. Range of Synthetic Data Generated

Our synthetic data set is designed to mimic an ultra-
intense laser system with 40 fs pulses, pulse energies be-
tween 1.41mJ and 14.14mJ, and a peak focus spot size
of 1.5 µm. These values are similar to the laser system
described in Morrison et al. 12 . As discussed in the previ-
ous section, the on-target laser intensity in our synthetic
data depends on the position of the target. If the tar-
get is placed at peak focus the laser intensity is near
1019 Wcm−2 for the highest pulse energy we considered.

Experimentally, there are many different ways to ex-
plore the parameter space. We generated a grid of input
points using the “meshgrid” function of the NumPy21

package. This grid consists of target conditions that are
experimentally feasible (e.g.12), varying target thickness
from 0.5 to 5.0 µm in steps of 0.5 µm, target focal position
from -30 to 30 µm in steps of 1.0 µm, peak laser intensity
from 1018 to 1019 Wcm−2 in steps of 1.8×1017 Wcm−2,
and the contrast from 10−7 to 10−6 in steps of 1.8×10−8,
creating a training data set with 1,525,000 points. Noise
was added to the model in a manner that will be de-
scribed in the next subsection. For parameter choices
where the proton energies were very low, the maximum
and average proton energies were set to 1 keV and the
total proton energy set to 1 nJ before applying any noise.
These very low proton energy conditions can happen, for
example, when the pre-pulse expands the target so much
that the effective target thickness is very large. We apply
these lower bounds because we are uninterested in proton
energies below this level. Likewise, it is unnecessary for
the ML models to be accurate below these levels.

For the testing data set – unlike the training data set –
we randomly sampled the entire parameter space, gener-
ating 250,000 points within the same minimum and max-
imum bounds as the training set. This approach ensures
that the ML models are often being evaluated for pa-
rameters that were not included in the training set. For
example, the training set only contains half-integer thick-
nesses from 0.5 to 5.0 µm, but the testing set can include
targets of any thickness between these bounds. This ap-
proach mimics the experiment because the exploration
of parameter space is always limited and optimum con-
ditions for proton acceleration could easily occur outside
of the experimental conditions that have already been ex-
plored. In Appendix B, we briefly describe results from
an even more realistic scheme for exploring the parameter
space.

The testing data set did not include added noise,
whereas the training set does include added noise. In this
way, the testing set performance represents the ability of
the models to average out the shot-to-shot variations of
the laser system and extrapolate beyond the provided
input parameters.

https://iopscience.iop.org/article/10.1088/1367-2630/aaa8d1
https://iopscience.iop.org/article/10.1088/1367-2630/aaa8d1
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/3.0/
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/3.0/
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C. Noise model

Ultra-intense laser experiments typically involve sig-
nificant shot-to-shot variations, so we added noise to all
three output quantities of the training set – maximum
proton energy, total proton energy, and average proton
energy. As in our earlier work13, we added noise by sam-
pling from a log-normal distribution using each predic-
tion as the mean. Importantly, this approach assumes
that experiments with larger laser energy and intensity
will involve greater shot-to-shot fluctuations. We follow
the same conventions as Desai et al. 13 when we refer to
the percentage of “Gaussian” noise added. To evaluate
how different noise levels affect the performance of the
machine learning models, training sets with noise levels
ranging from 0% (noiseless) to 30% Gaussian noise were
generated. The interested reader can see our exact im-
plementation of this noise model by viewing the source
code22 included with this publication.

III. MACHINE LEARNING METHODS

We use the synthetic data to train three different
machine learning (ML) models – a Neural Network
(NN), Stochastic Variational Gaussian Process Regres-
sion (SVGP), and Polynomial Regression (POLY). The
polynomial regression is by far the simplest model that
we tested and contains the fewest free parameters. Some
would argue that the polynomial regression is sufficiently
simple that it should not be categorized as a machine
learning model, or that SVGP is a statistical rather than
a machine learning model. We acknowledge this point of
view and we clarify that we are using a broad definition
of the term machine learning when we label all three of
these methods as machine learning models.

The ML models were trained on the available hard-
ware through the Ohio Supercomputing Center (OSC)
resources. The ML models’ performance was evaluat-
ing using both a CPU and GPU at different times dur-
ing testing; an AMD EPYC 7643 was used as the CPU,
whereas an Nvidia A100 80 GB was used as the GPU.

As mentioned, there are four independent variables in
the data set – target thickness, intensity, focal distance,
and contrast. We apply a natural logarithm to the in-
tensity and the contrast, as well as the three outputs of
the model: maximum, total, and average proton energy.
Then, we apply min-max scaling which is a linear re-
scaling that casts the minimum and maximum values to
0 and 1 respectively for each of the inputs and outputs
in the dataset. This scaling was determined only from
the inputs and outputs from the training set. As in our
earlier work13, we correct for bias introduced by the log-
scaling of the outputs following arguments in Miller 23 .
As the information relevant to the NN and Gaussian

Process remains the same as our prior paper, see Desai
et al. 13 for an in-depth explanation of the properties of
each model. In the following subsections, we only high-

light explicit differences from the prior implementations,
especially with regards to scaling the models to allow for
training sets in excess of 1 million data.

A. Polynomial Regression

The POLY is the simplest and least computation-
ally expensive of all models evaluated. For this reason,
GPU computations were entirely unnecessary. Training
a POLY on even the largest data sets took less than a
minute, even when only trained on a single CPU core.
The Scikit-Learn library was used to implement the

POLY model. To fit a degree-p regression, the implemen-
tation creates polynomial features containing all prod-
ucts of input features up to degree-p to use as indepen-
dent variables (e.g. a degree-2 regression on data with
2 input features x1 and x2 would fit the output data to
y = β0+β1x1+β2x2+β3x

2
1+β4x

2
2+β5x1x2). Each out-

put feature was fitted to an independent set of weights
to allow for varied predictions for each output dimen-
sion. The fitting process then fits a ridge regression from
each output dimension to its polynomial function of input
features, which includes a penalty for weight terms that
allows for more general trends in the data to be learned.
We found that the optimal performance for the POLY

was achieved with a degree-7 polynomial with a regular-
ization factor of 10−3 (Appendix A).

B. Neural Network

To create a NN, we used the Skorch24 wrapper of the
PyTorch library, enabling our model to benefit from the
high-level Scikit-Learn API and the performance of Py-
Torch. For this regression task, we used a fully-connected
network (Figure 3). As part of the hyperparameter opti-
mization process, we allowed the model to assume vari-
able architecture: different numbers of nodes and layers,
activation functions, application of the batch normal-
ization function, learning rates, and back-propagation
schemes were tested as discussed in Appendix A.
We found an optimal model architecture to be a

network with 12 hidden layers, 64 nodes per layer,
with batch normalization and the nonlinear “Leaky
ReLU” activation function applied between layers (Ap-
pendix A). We trained the neural network using the
“Adam” scheme for back-propagation as described in
Kingma and Ba 25 , which outperformed alternative meth-
ods (such as stochastic gradient descent) during opti-
mization.
Much consideration was devoted to minimizing the

possibility of over-fitting the NN during training. A net-
work with ℓ layers and n nodes per layer has O(n2ℓ)
trainable parameters (due to the connections between all
nodes in adjacent layers), so large models can quickly
gain more trainable parameters than there are data, re-
stricting the degrees of freedom available to train the
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FIG. 3. Architecture of the neural network model. The 4
inputs (target thickness, target focal position, peak intensity,
and contrast) and three outputs (maximum, total, and aver-
age proton energy) are fully connected by 12 hidden layers of
64 neurons each. Vertical and horizontal dots represent the
neurons not shown and each neuron has connections to every
other neuron located in the adjacent layers.

model. To combat this issue, the model was trained
with early stopping implemented: once a certain num-
ber of training epochs passes with no reduction in loss
on the validation set, the model exited the training pro-
cess early. The specific number of epochs without im-
provement that triggers the early stopping is called the
“patience”.

In addition, we considered methods for avoiding the
model parameters being stuck in a local minimum for loss
as opposed to a global minimum. To enhance the Adam
method’s natural ability to skip over local minima, we
used an exponential learning rate scheduler while train-
ing the model. This choice allowed us to set the initial
learning rate to a high value, which was then reduced by a
multiplicative factor γ after each epoch during the train-
ing process. This approach allows the training process
to skip over local minima while reducing the coarseness
of the search to properly home in on optimal parameter
values for achieving minimum loss. As discussed in Ap-
pendix A, we found that an initial learning rate of 0.01,
a patience of 10 epochs, and a decay factor of γ=0.90
produced the best results.

C. Gaussian Process Regression

We direct the reader to Schulz et al. 26 for an excellent
introduction to GPR. To accelerate the computations
with GPU, we used the Skorch wrapper of the GPyTorch
library27 version 1.11.
A well known limitation of the Gaussian process is the

unfavorable scaling, with n data points requiring O(n2)
memory storage and O(n3) computations28. These lim-

itations became apparent when expanding the size of
the training set, as the GPU would run out of available
VRAM once the training set exceeded about 40,000 data
points in size. There are a few methods for reducing the
innate complexity of the GPR. The first of which, pro-
posed in Wang et al. 28 , is to use kernel partitioning tech-
niques to drastically reduce the amount of necessary com-
putations, allowing for Gaussian Processes to be trained
on data sets exceeding one million points in size. The
other option is to use a Stochastic Variational Gaussian
Process (SVGP) as in Hensman et al. 29 (2013), which
assumes a variational distribution over some amount of
inducing points, restricting the training data to a rep-
resentative subset. This technique also allows Gaussian
Processes to be trained on data sets on the order of one
million data points, and the data can be split into smaller
“mini-batches” (as in the training process of the NN) to
aid computational efficiency.

For our implementation, we used SVGP. As is stan-
dard for SVGPs, we used the variational evidence lower
bound (ELBO) introduced in Hensman et al. 30 as the
loss function to minimize during training. As discussed in
Appendix A, we found optimal results with 8 latent func-
tions and 2000 inducing points, trained using the Adam
method in batch sizes of 1024 with a learning rate of 0.01.
It is important to note that increasing the number of in-
ducing points beyond 2000 significantly increased train-
ing time, putting a soft practical limit at 2000 inducing
points. It is possible that better results would be achiev-
able with more inducing points, but this would come at
the cost of significantly increased training cost in terms
of time and resources.

D. Hyperparameter Optimization

As has already been mentioned, each model contained
several hyperparameters that are selected by the user
rather than updated as part of the training process. All of
the models require hyperparameters, including the poly-
nomial regression. As described in Appendix A, to en-
sure that each model contained an optimal selection of
hyperparameters, we used a grid search to evaluate model
performance across several combinations of hyperparam-
eters when possible, restricting our grid as we homed in
on the optimal model architecture31. This method splits
the training set into k cross-validation splits. Then it
trains models with each possible combination of hyper-
parameters along a specified grid k times, using each split
as a validation set once per combination and the remain-
ing data as a training set. This process ensures that each
model can have the optimal structure for our specific case
without over-representing any one region of the data.

For an in-depth discussion of the hyperparameter se-
lection process and results, see Appendix A.
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FIG. 4. Model training results using data with 10 % added
noise. Testing MAPE (a) is plotted for the three ML models
against the number of training points and averaged between
results for maximum, average, and total proton energy. The
training time (b) of the ML models in minutes is plotted on a
logarithmic scale. The vertical bars are standard deviations
computed from running the training splits 3 times with differ-
ent seeds to control the data splitting and random parameter
initialization of the NN and SVGP models.

IV. TRAINING TIME AND ACCURACY

Figure 4a presents results for the mean absolute per-
centage error (MAPE) averaged between the three out-
puts for the three ML models discussed in Section III:
the polynomial ridge regression of degree 7 (POLY), the
12x64 architecture neural network (NN), and the stochas-
tic variational gaussian process (SVGP). Each model is
trained on data with 10% Gaussian noise. The MAPE is
computed with respect to the testing dataset described in
section II B without added noise. The number of training
points was varied by randomly sampling 80% of the full
1,525,000 point dataset for training with reserving the
other 20% for validation used during the NN and SVGP
training. The NN has a lower percentage error than the
SVGP for most of the training splits. The NN and SVGP
models are much more accurate than the POLY model.

The training time is plotted in Figure 4b on a logarith-
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FIG. 5. Testing MAPE is plotted against different levels of
gaussian noise using the full training dataset for the three
models with the three output energy results averaged.

mic scale for the three models. Generally we find that
the POLY was fastest, with the NN requiring an order of
magnitude more time and SVGP requiring another order
of magnitude more time than the POLY.
Figures 4a and 4b indicate that the accuracy of the

POLY model was an order of magnitude worse than the
other two ML models, but the execution time was at
least an order of magnitude faster for POLY than the
other ML models, despite only using one core of a CPU
while the other two ML models are using a GPU. In both
Figure 4a and Figure 4b, values were averaged over three
runs to mitigate any bias due to a particular parameter
initialization or data split.
Figure 5 shows the testing MAPE plotted against the

level of gaussian noise added to the training set, fixing
the number of data points to the full set. The accuracy
of both the NN and POLY models appear to be robust
to increasing the noise level. The accuracy of the SVGP
model shows some weak dependence on the noise level.

V. USING TRAINED MODELS TO EVALUATE AN
OBJECTIVE FUNCTION

A surrogate model that accurately predicts the proton
energy spectrum from the laser input conditions would be
very useful for obtaining the independent variables (i.e.
laser and target conditions) that enhance or optimize the
proton energy distribution in some way. With this in
mind, we used trained models to evaluate an objective
function. This is a similar objective function to Equation
3 of Desai et al. 13 . For each of the three trained models
we brute force search for the minimum of this function

f(KEc, ηp) =
|KEc −KEc,goal|

1MeV
β − 100ηp(1− β) (6)
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FIG. 6. Colormaps in the 2D parameter space of target thickness and target focal position that display (left panel) the maximum
proton energy (i.e. energy cutoff KEc) and (right panel) laser to proton energy conversion efficiency ηp as calculated from the
modified Fuchs et al model. These plots were generated assuming 14.14 mJ of laser energy and a pre-pulse contrast of 10−7.

where KEc,goal is the user-requested “cutoff” proton ki-
netic energy which can also be described as the maximum
kinetic energy of the TNSA proton energy distribution,
KEc is the predicted cutoff proton kinetic energy from
the model for a specific set of independent variables, ηp
is the conversion efficiency from laser energy to proton
energy, and β is a unitless parameter between 0 and 1
that sets the relative importance of matching to the user-
requested cutoff energy versus increasing the conversion
efficiency (ηp). Because the trained models can quickly
make predictions, we can evaluate Equation 6 for many
different sets of laser and target parameters and find the
values that minimize this function for a particular choice
of KEc,goal and β. In a moment we will show results
from setting KEc,goal = 1 MeV and exploring a few dif-
ferent values of β for each ML model. The training data
includes 30% Gaussian noise. Because the ML models
were trained on data from an analytic model based on
Fuchs et al. 14 , we can look for optimum conditions using
the same analytic model but without any noise added in
order to find the true laser and target parameters that
minimize Equation 6 for KEc,goal = 1 MeV and differ-
ent values of β. For reference, the predictions from this
analytic model without any noise are shown in Figure 6.
This is the same analytic model that was used to produce
the model predictions in Figure 2 earlier.

In performing this comparison, which is shown in Fig-
ure 7, for simplicity we fix the laser energy to 14.14 mJ
and the contrast to (10−7) in our training set. Then,
we vary the target thickness and target focal position.
Figure 7 was created by evaluating Equation 6 on a 2D
grid of points with thickness ranging from 0.5 to 5 µm
(in 0.1 µm steps) and target focal position ranging from
0 to 30 µm (in 0.1 µm steps) for a total of 13846 points.
The time taken to perform the inference step of taking
a trained model and evaluating it on these 13846 points
is only a few seconds or less using just CPU inference

with the NN and POLY. The SVGP takes considerably
longer (minutes). Note that the step sizes are five to ten
times larger than what was used in the dataset genera-
tion described in Section II B so that we are interpolating
between points not originally seen by the trained models.
Figure 7 is similar to Figure 6 from Desai et al. 13 , but
the optimum conditions for proton acceleration often oc-
cur away from the peak focus (i.e. at non-zero values for
the focal position), as was highlighted earlier in Figure 2.

The optimum conditions (i.e. the conditions that min-
imize Equation 6) are indicated with a star. The up-
per panels of Figure 7 show the results from the ana-
lytic model whose optimum conditions are indicated by
a white star. These panels should be regarded as the true
distribution of Equation 6 versus thickness and focal po-
sition. The other panels show the estimated distribution
of Equation 6 versus thickness and focal position from
the different ML models whose optimum conditions are
indicated by a cyan star. The white star from the ana-
lytic model is displayed for comparison.

In Figure 7, one can see that for β = 0.25, the best
(i.e. globally minimum) region is at 0.5 µm thickness
and 10 µm focal position, which correspond to regions
with higher ηp. The POLY and SVGP models predict the
optimal conditions to be at a focal position of ∼ 15 µm,
in contrast to the NN prediction of ∼ 11 µm. In this case,
the NN more closely matches the true optimum. For high
values of β, the best region is a curve composed of points
that closely match KEc to KEc,goal. Using the highest
value of β = 1, we see that while the NN looks much less
smooth, it fits the overall shape of the underlying Fuchs
model better than the other two methods.

To quantify the features of Figure 7, we can look to Ta-
ble I. We assess the accuracy in the optimal conditions
by taking the Euclidean distance in the focal position -
target thickness space between the true optimum con-
ditions and the ML predictions. This distance, termed
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FIG. 7. Colormaps that show estimates of Equation 6 assuming KEc,goal = 1 MeV for the three ML models (NN, POLY and
SVGP) and the modified Fuchs et al. model dataset with no added noise (FUCHS). The modified Fuchs et al. model with
added 30% Gaussian noise was used to produce the training data for the ML models. For each β value (i.e. each column), the
same color levels are used in order to facilitate comparison between the models. A cyan colored star is placed at the location
where each ML model predicts a minimum value for Equation 6 which can be compared to the analytic model prediction
indicated by a white star.

∆opt, shows that (with the exception of β = 1), the NN
predicted optimum is closer to the true model than the
SVGP or POLY. To assess accuracy in the colormap as a
whole, we can take the root mean squared error (RMSE)
between the analytic model and the ML model’s col-
ormap values which clearly show lower error for the NN
in comparison to the SVGP and POLY.

VI. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

Building off of Desai et al. 13 , we performed tests where
a physically-based analytic model modified from Fuchs
et al. 14 was used to generate synthetic data and these
synthetic data were used to train three different ML mod-
els. Two significant improvements over Desai et al. 13 are
that the analytic model can account for the expansion
of the target due to pre-heating from a pre-pulse, and
the total number of data points is significantly increased
in order to anticipate the data sets that will soon be
available from experimental facilities. Adding pre-pulse
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β 0 0.25 0.5 0.75 1

POLY 0.329 0.223 0.121 0.057 0.124

RMSE SVGP 0.143 0.096 0.062 0.065 0.101

NN 0.065 0.052 0.042 0.038 0.042

POLY 4.5 5.5 7.5 9.489 2.121

∆opt [µm] SVGP 3.5 4.5 5.601 4.148 4.144

NN 0.4 1.2 3.1 0.825 4.717

TABLE I. Comparison metrics evaluated from Figure 7. The
RMSE row shows the root mean squared error between the
colormap values of the ML models and the analytic model
for each value of β. The ∆opt row calculates the Euclidean
distance between the predicted optimum and true optimum
(i.e. distance in µm between the cyan and white stars in
Figure 7).

physics to the model allows for optimal proton acceler-
ation when the target is away from peak focus, as was
seen in Morrison et al. 12 and Loughran et al. 9 .

The extra physics coupled to the increased size of the
data set means that there are interesting features that the
ML models need to mimic. We performed comparisons
including a test where the trained ML models were used
to infer the ideal laser and target parameters to produce
significant numbers of protons up to an energy of 1 MeV.

We find that the polynomial regression model, which is
much simpler than the neural network or Gaussian Pro-
cess Regression-based models, can follow overall trends
but does misrepresent features in the training set. Gen-
erally, we find that the polynomial regression model is
about an order of magnitude less accurate than the neu-
ral network or Gaussian process models, but the training
time for the polynomial regression model is much faster
than the other ML models by at least one order of mag-
nitude which could be an important advantage for some
applications.

The Neural Network model was able to learn the com-
plex features of our dataset, and its computational per-
formance was overall quite favorable, requiring several
minutes to train on 1 Million training points on one GPU.

The Gaussian Process Regression-based model was
more accurate than the polynomial regression. However,
this model was less accurate than the neural network and
the training time was significant, requiring of order a half
hour to train on 1 Million training points on one GPU.

By performing these tests, we demonstrate an im-
proved framework for testing the suitability of different
ML models for use in high repetition rate ultra-intense
laser experiments. This framework can be further im-
proved, for example, by adding more physics to the ana-
lytic model that was used to generate the synthetic data,
by testing more ML models on the synthetic data, and
by performing optimization tasks over more than two
parameters. Additionally, a hybrid approach involving
simulation data (similar to BLAST32) could augment the

model to allow some of our free parameters to be learned.
We provide Jupyter notebooks with our Python code in
addition to the datasets used throughout this paper22 to
facilitate this.
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Model Parameters RMSE Time (min)

POLY deg=7, α = 10−3 0.033 0.883

SVGP IP=2000, LF=8, LR=10−2 0.018 34.66

NN BS=213, γ = 0.90, P=10

LR=10−2, 12x64 0.013 4.93

TABLE II. Optimal hyper-parameters including the root
mean square error (RMSE) and mean fit time, determined
from a grid search of hyperparameters for the NN, POLY, and
SVGP. For the NN, the batch size (BS), learning rate decay
(γ), patience (P), learning rate (LR), and architectures (lay-
ers x neurons per layer) were changed throughout the scans.
For the POLY, the regularization parameter and degree were
varied as seen in Figure 9. For the SVGP, the number of in-
ducing points (IP), latent functions (LF), and learning rate
(LR) were changed throughout the scans. See the full results
at Zenodo22

Appendix A: Optimizing Model Parameters

ML models contain many free hyperparameters that
need to be adjusted for the specific dataset at hand. As
mentioned in Section IIID, hyperparameter optimization
was done via a grid search to determine the best perform-
ing models (without the use of the testing set). We used
the GridSearchCV method of Scikit-Learn33 for our pur-
poses.

Figure 8 highlights a sample of the grid searches for
the NN model and their validation scores, ranked by the
negative mean squared error. The grid searches are done
on 3 cross-validation splits, so error bars can also be cal-
culated from the standard deviations between the splits.
This particular scan changed the learning rate decay γ,
batch size, and patience. The red-colored point corre-
sponds to the model with the highest score and is what
we ultimately chose. Specifics of this model are found in
Table II.

Figure 9 shows for the POLY model that the validation
score increases to a plateau as the polynomial degree in-
creases. We choose a polynomial degree of 7 for the other
investigations in this paper. In Figure 9, the regulariza-
tion parameter α is displayed in red next to the points
which varied from 10−3 to 103. We can see that for mod-
els of degree greater than 3, the regularization parameter
maintains its lowest value of 10−3 which will make the
regularization effect minimal.

The results for the optimal hyperparameters for each
model are summarized in Table II. The SVGP utilized a
similar grid search as the NN in a reduced capacity due
to the significantly longer run time of the SVGP model.
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FIG. 8. Validation score (using negative mean squared er-
ror) with error bars from 3-fold cross-validation plotted for a
sampling of the hyperparameters used in a grid search for
the NN model. All of the searches were conducted using
1,525,000 point synthetic dataset with 10% added noise. The
following hyperparameters are fixed due to success with prior
grid searches (not shown) – learning rate (0.01), activation
function (LeakyReLU), optimizer (Adam), hidden layers (12),
neurons per layer (64). The red marker corresponds to the
NN model in Table II.
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Appendix B: Constrained Data Campaigns

Earlier in Section II B, we describe how synthetic data
was generated using a uniform grid in multiple dimen-
sions of laser and target parameters. This scheme was
how the primary training set data for the ML models
discussed in the main body of the paper was obtained.
From an experimental point of view, this approach is
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FIG. 10. Synthetic data was generated in one of two “campaigns”. In (a) campaign 1, the target focus and thickness is varied in
discrete steps and each blue dot varies the laser energy from minimum to maximum. In (b) campaign 2, the depicted intensity
and contrast looping is performed for discrete steps in target thickness from 0.5 µm to 5µm

not very realistic because a real laser system will scan
through the laser and target parameters in a very spe-
cific way with specific choices, for example, about which
parameters to vary first, while keeping other parameters
constant, and which parameters to vary later while keep-
ing other parameters constant. How do these choices
affect the accuracy of ML models trained on this data?
This is a question that we cannot yet answer conclusively,
but we include in this appendix an investigation where
two realistic parameter scans (a.k.a. “campaigns”) are
used to train ML models instead of the uniform mesh
approach that is used in other parts of this paper.

As highlighted in Figure 10, there were two experi-
mental “campaigns” that were used to produce synthetic
data – one where thickness, focal depth and laser en-
ergy were varied assuming low pre-pulse contrast (10−7),
and another where thickness, laser energy and pre-pulse
contrast were varied between 10−7 and 10−6. All the syn-
thetic data from the two campaigns were used to train
ML models. In this way, our training set includes varia-
tion in four different input parameters.

The first campaign was generated by stepping through
thickness-intensity coordinates, incrementing the focal
distance by 3µm and the thickness by 0.05 µm, perform-
ing a full scan of focal depth values at 0.5 µm and ev-
ery integer value until 5.0 µm. At each point along the
thickness-intensity curve, a full sweep of intensity was
performed. Since, in a real experiment, the intensity
can be controlled by varying a polarizing wave plate,
the synthetic data set for this investigation varied the
intensity by multiplying the maximum intensity value
(1019 Wcm−2) by the cosine-squared of the wave plate
angle, which was varied from 0◦ to 70◦ and back over
the course of an intensity sweep. The resulting sweep is
depicted in Figure 10a, creating a set of 1.15 million data

points.

The second campaign was generated in a similar man-
ner, but because, in a real experiment, neither main pulse
nor pre-pulse laser intensity have an appreciable effect
on target stability, both were able to be varied simulta-
neously. As such, the data set was generated by incre-
menting thickness by 0.05 µm from 0.5 to 5.0 µm, taking
a full scan of both main pulse intensity and contrast at
every thickness value. The pre-pulse contrast was varied
in the same manner as the main pulse intensity, so the
contrast was varied according to a cosine-squared func-
tion of another angle. The resulting data are depicted
in Figure 10b, with an overall size of 1.27 million data
points.

In both campaigns, choices about how many incre-
ments to make for different parameters were influenced
by a constraint that each campaign last no more than
about an hour on a 1 kHz repetition rate laser system.
Both campaigns assumed 10% added gaussian noise, fol-
lowing the same prescription used in the body of this
paper and earlier in Desai et al. 13 . The combined train-
ing set, which includes data from both campaigns, has a
total size of 2.42 million data points. To better compare
with earlier results shown in Figure 4a in which the ML
models were trained with different numbers of training
points, we randomly sampled from this data set. To test
the accuracy of the trained ML mdoels, we use the same
testing set utilized in Figure 4a, which did not include
any noise. Our results are shown in Figure 11.

Figure 11 shows that, overall, the NN and SVGP mod-
els have a much higher MAPE than was seen earlier in
Figure 4a. As shown in Figure 11, a third order polyno-
mial fits the data set almost as well as NN and SVGP
which indicates that the NN and SVGP models are not
able to fit the underlying model very well when trained on
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FIG. 11. Testing set MAPE evaluated on several ML models
trained on data combined from two separate campaigns shown
in Figure 10. The dashed line differs from the solid blue line
in the polynomial degree. The different data splits are chosen
to be approximately the same as what was shown in Figure 4.

data split into two the campaigns we described. A possi-
ble improvement could be an experimental design where
both the target focal position and the pre-pulse contrast
are varied simultaneously, rather than keeping the con-
trast fixed and varying the target focal position (first
campaign), and then varying the contrast while keeping
the target focal position fixed (second campaign). But
varying as many as four parameters simultaneously cre-
ates its own challenges for exploring a large parameter
space in a relatively short amount of time (∼ 1-2 hours).
We leave this exercise for future work.
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19B. Z. Djordjević, A. J. Kemp, J. Kim, J. Ludwig, R. A. Simpson,
S. C. Wilks, T. Ma, and D. A. Mariscal, Plasma Physics and
Controlled Fusion 63, 094005 (2021), URL https://dx.doi.org/

10.1088/1361-6587/ac172a.
20C. D. Decker, W. B. Mori, K. Tzeng, and T. Kat-
souleas, Physics of Plasmas 3, 2047 (1996), ISSN
1070-664X, https://pubs.aip.org/aip/pop/article-
pdf/3/5/2047/19193512/2047 1 online.pdf, URL https:

//doi.org/10.1063/1.872001.
21C. R. Harris, K. J. Millman, S. J. van der Walt, R. Gommers,
P. Virtanen, D. Cournapeau, E. Wieser, J. Taylor, S. Berg, N. J.
Smith, et al., Nature 585, 357 (2020), URL https://doi.org/

10.1038/s41586-020-2649-2.
22R. Desai and J. J. Felice, Datasets and code from “applying ma-
chine learning methods to laser acceleration of protons: Syn-
thetic data for exploring the high repetition rate regime” (2025),
URL https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.14009491.

23D. M. Miller, The American Statistician 38, 124 (1984), ISSN
00031305, URL http://www.jstor.org/stable/2683247.

24M. Tietz, T. J. Fan, D. Nouri, B. Bossan, and skorch Develop-
ers, skorch: A scikit-learn compatible neural network library that
wraps PyTorch (2017), URL https://skorch.readthedocs.io/

en/stable/.
25D. P. Kingma and J. Ba, Adam: A method for stochastic opti-
mization (2017), 1412.6980.

26E. Schulz, M. Speekenbrink, and A. Krause, bioRxiv (2017).
27J. R. Gardner, G. Pleiss, D. Bindel, K. Q. Weinberger, and A. G.
Wilson, in Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems
(2018).

28K. A. Wang, G. Pleiss, J. R. Gardner, S. Tyree, K. Q. Wein-
berger, and A. G. Wilson, Exact gaussian processes on a million
data points (2019), 1903.08114.

https://doi.org/10.1063/5.0130801
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevLett.84.670
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevLett.84.670
https://doi.org/10.1063/1.874030
https://doi.org/10.1063/1.874030
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevLett.85.2945
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevLett.85.2945
https://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1367-2630/12/4/045012
https://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1367-2630/12/4/045012
https://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1742-6596/959/1/012001
https://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1742-6596/959/1/012001
https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/abs/10.1002/ctpp.202400080
https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/abs/10.1002/ctpp.202400080
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevLett.90.185002
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevLett.90.185002
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevLett.97.045005
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevLett.101.115001
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevLett.101.115001
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevE.104.045210
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevE.104.045210
https://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1361-6587/ac172a
https://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1361-6587/ac172a
https://doi.org/10.1063/1.872001
https://doi.org/10.1063/1.872001
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41586-020-2649-2
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41586-020-2649-2
https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.14009491
http://www.jstor.org/stable/2683247
https://skorch.readthedocs.io/en/stable/
https://skorch.readthedocs.io/en/stable/


14

29J. Hensman, N. Fusi, and N. D. Lawrence, arXiv e-prints
arXiv:1309.6835 (2013), 1309.6835.

30J. Hensman, A. Matthews, and Z. Ghahramani, Scalable varia-
tional gaussian process classification (2014), 1411.2005.
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